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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1-34 have been submitted for examination. 



2. 



Claims 1-34 have been examined and rejected. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 4-5, 9-10, 20-21, 25-26, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 

because the claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

a. Claims 4-5 and 20-21 recite the limitation on the determining step 
that creates a useful, concrete, and tangible result only both if 
conditions recited in these claims occur or are satisfied. However, 
failure in further providing the limitations on the circumstances 
when either //the conditions recited in these claims do not occur or 
are not satisfied create a result that is intangible. Therefore, Claims 
4-5 and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 for reciting non- 
statutory subject matter. 

b. Claims 9-10 and 25-26 recite the limitation on the determining step 
that creates a useful, concrete, and tangible result only //conditions 
recited in these claims occur or are satisfied. However, failure in 
further providing the limitations on the circumstances when if the 
conditions recited in these claims do not occur or are not satisfied 
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create a result that is intangible. Therefore, Claims 9-10 and 25-26 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 for reciting non-statutory subject 
matter. 

c. Claim 34 claims recite limitation on functional descriptive material 
involving computer-readable medium without providing interrelation 
to a technological art, environment or machine, which would result 
in a practical application producing a concrete, useful, and tangible 
result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under. 
Therefore, Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 for reciting 
non-statutory matter. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-2, 16-18, and 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792,458) and further in 
view of Obata et al. (U.S. Pub. 2005/0165778). 
a. Referring to Claims t 17, 33, and 34: 

As per Claim 1, Muret et al. disclose a method of controlling 
access to information in a distributed data processing system 
having: 

a server for storing said information, wherein said server further 
comprises a logging tool for creating a log file [(lines 64-67, Col. 
3; lines 1-2, Col. 4; lines 16-22, Col. 2 , Col. 2 from Muret et 
al.)], and a client computer comprising an application program for 
controlling a software agent, wherein said software agent 
requests said information from said server [(lines 61-66, Col. 22 
and lines 1-3, Col. 23 from Muret et al.)], said method 
comprising the steps of: 

identifying a software agent [(line 65, Col. 22 from Muret et al.)]; 
in response to said identifying step, storing all requests from said 
identified software agent in said log file [(lines 44-47, Co. 8 and 
lines 45-52, Col. 22 from Muret et al.)]; 

in response to said storing step, analysing said log file [(lines 5-9, 
Col. 7 and lines 45-52 and 61-62, Col. 22 from Muret et al.)]; 
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in response to said analysing step, monitoring behaviour of said 
identified software agent [(lines 16-22, Col. 2 , Col. 2 and lines 
28-31 , Col. 22 from Muret et al.)], and 

Muret et al. do not expressly disclose the remaining limitation of 
the claim. However, Obata et al. disclose in response to said 
monitoring step, invoking at least one of a plurality of pre-defined 
rules to control said behaviour of said identified software agent 
[(lines 1-6 of [0007] from Obata et al.)]. Muret et al. and Obata 
et al. are analogous art because they are from similar technology 
relating to the web information technology and information 
crawling. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention was made to combine Muret et al. 
with Obata et al. to have rules for controlling the software crawler 
since one would have been motivated to optimize a Web crawler's 
use of computer resources when performing adaptive incremental 
Web crawls to maintain the synchronization (lines 4-7 of [0010] 
from Obata et al.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Muret et al. with Obata et al. to obtain the invention as 
specified in Claim 1. 

As per Claim 17, it is a system claim that corresponds to the 
method Claim 1. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against Claim 1 above. 
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As per Claim 33, it is a distributed data processing system claim 
that corresponds to the method Claim 1 . Therefore, it is rejected 
with the same rationale applied against Claim 1 above. 

As per Claim 34, it is a computer readable medium claim that 
corresponds to the method Claim 1 . Therefore, it is rejected with 
the same rationale applied against Claim 1 above. 

b. Referring to Claims 2 and 18: 

As per Claim 2, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 1, wherein said information is represented 
within any number of a plurality of web pages [(lines 7-14, Col. 4 
from Muret et al.)]. each of said any number of a plurality of web 
pages comprising a non-visible link [(lines 45-53 and 65-67, Col. 
20 and line 1, Col. 21 from Muret et al.)]. 

As per Claim 18, the rejection of Claim 17 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 18 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 2. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against Claim 2 above. 

c. Referring to Claims 16 and 32: 

As per Claim 16, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 1, wherein said at least one of a plurality of 
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pre-defined rules controls a plurality of thread priorities associated 
with said server, wherein at least one of a plurality of threads is 
associated with a software agent [(lines 49-54, Col. 11; lines 65- 
67, Col. 22 from Muret et al.) and (lines 1-6 of [0007] from 
Obata et al.)]. 

As per Claim 32, the rejection of Claim 17 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 32 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 16. Therefore, it is rejected with the same 
rationale applied against Claim 16 above. 

5. Claims 3-7, 14-15, 19-23, and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792,458) and 
Obata et al. (U.S. Pub. 2005/0165778), and further in view of Pettersen 
(U.S. Patent 6,826, 594). 

a. Referring to Claims 3 and 19: 

As per Claim 3, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 2, wherein a software agent requests one of a 
plurality of web pages [(lines 61-66, Col. 22 and lines 1-3, Col. 
23)]. Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the identifying step as 
in Claim 1. However, Muret et al. and Obata et al. do not 
expressly disclose the remaining limitations of the claim. 
However, Pettersen discloses said identifying step further 
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comprises the steps of: dynamically generating a first unique 
identifier and dynamically inserting said first unique identifier into 
a non-visible link associated with said one of a plurality of web 
pages [(lines 1-6, Col. 14 and lines 26-30, Col. 14 from 
Pettersen)], and 

determining whether said one of a plurality of web pages is 
associated with further of a plurality of web pages [(lines 46-48, 
Col. 13; lines 26-40, Col. 14; lines 16-25, Col. 15 from 
Pettersen)]. Muret et a!., Obata et al., and Pettersen are 
analogous art because they are from similar technology relating to 
the web information technology and information crawling. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with 
Pettersen since one would have been motivated to insert dynamic 
or variable type content from a web server into a designated 
portion of a web page over a distributed electronic network, such 
as the Internet (lines 3-6, Col. 4 from Pettersen et al.). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine Muret et al. and Obata et 
al. with Pettersen to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 3. 

As per Claim 19, the rejection of Claim 18 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 19 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
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those of Claim 3. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against Claim 3 above. 

b. Referring to Claims 4 and 20: 

As per Claim 4, Muret et al., Obata et al, and Pettersen disclose 
the method according to claim 3, wherein: 
if said determining step is successful, said first identifier is 
dynamically inserted into further non-visible links [(lines 26-30, 
Col. 14 and lines 42-47, Col. 14 from Petteresn)]. 

As per Claim 20, the rejection of Claim 19 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 20 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 4. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against Claim 4 above. 

c. Referring to Claims 5 and 21: 

As per Claim 5, Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen disclose 
the method according to claim 3, wherein if said determining step 
is not successful, said identifying step further comprises the steps 
of: 

sending said one of a plurality of web pages to said identified 
software agent [(lines 61-66, Col. 22 and lines 1-3, Col. 23 from 
Muret etal.) and (lines 26-40, Col. 14 from Pettersen)]; 

in response to said sending step, requesting, from said server by 
said identified software agent, any number of a plurality of links 
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associated with said one of a plurality of web pages [(lines 61-66, 
Col. 22 and lines 1-3, Col. 23 from Muret et al.) and (lines 46- 
52, Col. 13 and lines 26-40, Col. 14 from Pettersen)]; 
in response to said requesting step, extracting, by said identified 
software agent, said any number of a plurality of links [lines 61- 
66, Col. 22 and lines 1-3, Col. 23 from Muret et al.) and (lines 
1-6, Col. 14 from Pettersen)]; 

in response to said extracting step, passing, by said identified 
software agent, said any number of a plurality of links to said 
client application program [lines 61-66, Col. 22 and lines 1-3, 
Col. 23; lines 9-13, Col. 19 from Muret et al.)], and 
in response to said passing step, determining, by said client 
application program, which of said any number of a plurality of 
links to display [(lines 62-67, Col. 5; lines 9-13, Col. 19 from 
Muret et al.)]. 

As per Claim 21, the rejection of Claim 19 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 21 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 5. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against Claim 5 above, 
d. Referring to Claims 6 and 22: 

As per Claim 6, Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen disclose 
the method according to claim 5, wherein said any number of a 
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plurality of links is displayed within a web browsing session 
running on said client computer [(lines 62-67, Col. 5; lines 9-13, 
Col. 19; lines 5-13, Col. 24 from Muret et al.)]. 

As per Claim 22, the rejection of Claim 21 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 22 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 6. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against Claim 6 above, 
e. Referring to Claims 7 and 23: 

As per Claim 7, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 1, wherein said analysing step. Muret et al. 
and Obata et al. do not expressly disclose the remaining 
limitations of the claim. However, Pettersen discloses identifying 
a first value associated with said any number of a plurality of web 
pages and a second value associated with said further of a 
plurality of web pages [(lines 35-55, Col. 10 from Pettersen)]. 
Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen are analogous art 
because they are from similar technology relating to the web 
information technology and information crawling. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with 
Pettersen since one would have been motivated to insert dynamic 
or variable type content from a web server into a designated 
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portion of a web page over a distributed electronic network, such 
as the Internet (lines 3-6, Col. 4 from Pettersen et al.). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine Muret et al. and Obata et 
al. with Pettersen to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 7. 

As per Claim 23, the rejection of Claim 17 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 23 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 7. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against Claim 7 above, 
f. Referring to Claims 14 and 30: 

As per Claim 14, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 2. Muret et al. and Obata et al. do not 
expressly disclose the remaining limitations of the claim. 
However, Pettersen discloses wherein a second unique identifier 
is generated and further inserted into a non-visible link [(lines 60- 
61, Col. 13, lines 1-6 and 26-30, Col. 14 from Pettersen)]. 
Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen are analogous art 
because they are from similar technology relating to the web 
information technology and information crawling. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with 
Pettersen since one would have been motivated to insert dynamic 
or variable type content from a web server into a designated 
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portion of a web page over a distributed electronic network, such 
as the Internet (lines 3-6, Col. 4 from Pettersen et al.). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine Muret et aL and Obata et 
al. with Pettersen to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 14. 

As per Claim 30, the rejection of Claim 18 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 30 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 14. Therefore, it is rejected with the same 
rationale applied against Claim 14 above, 
g. Referring to Claims 15 and 31: 

As per Claim 15, Muret et al. and Obata et al. disclose the method 
according to claim 1. Muret et al. and Obata et al. do not 
expressly disclose the remaining limitations of the claim. 
However, Pettersen discloses wherein said distributed data 
processing system further comprises an application server [(lines 
34-40, Col. 12 from Pettersen)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., and 
Pettersen are analogous art because they are from similar 
technology relating to the web information technology and 
information crawling. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention was made to 
combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with Pettersen since one 
would have been motivated to insert dynamic or variable type 
content from a web server into a designated portion of a web 
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page over a distributed electronic network, such as the Internet 
(lines 3-6, Col. 4 from Pettersen et al.). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Muret et al. and Obata et al. with 
Pettersen to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 15. 

As per Claim 31, the rejection of Claim 17 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 31 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 15. Therefore, it is rejected with the same 
rationale applied against Claim 15 above. 

6. Claims 8 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792,458), Obata et al. (U.S. 
Pub. 2005/0165778), Pettersen (U.S. Patent 6,826,594), and further in 
view of Meyerzon et al. (U.S. Patent 6,638,314). 
a. Referring to Claims 8 and 24: 

As per Claim 8, Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen disclose 
the method according to claim 7, wherein said monitoring step 
further comprises the steps of: 

Pettersen further discloses said first and second values in Claim 
7. Pettersen does not expressly disclose the remaining limitations 
of the claim. However, Meyerzon et al. disclose utilising said first 
and second values to generate a third value, wherein said third 
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value is associated with said identified software agent [(lines 28- 
48, Col. 10 from Meyerzon et al.)], and 

utilising said third value and a fourth value associated with said all 
requests, to associate said first identifier and said identified 
software agent with a fifth value, wherein said fifth value is 
associated with a probability [(lines 45-67, Col. 10; lines 1-5, 
Col. 13 from Meyerzon et al.)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., 
Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. are analogous art because they 
are from similar technology relating to the web information 
technology and information crawling. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention was made 
to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen with 
Meyerzon et al. since one would have been motivated to perform 
a Web crawl, by retrieving a set of electronic documents and 
subsequently retrieving additional electronic documents based on 
addresses specified within each electronic document (lines 22-25, 
Col. 2 from Meyerzon et al.). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen with 
Meyerzon et al. to obtain the invention as specified in Claim 8. 

As per Claim 24, the rejection of Claim 23 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 24 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
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those of Claim 8. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against Claim 8 above. 



7. Claims 9-10 and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792,458), Obata et al. (U.S. 
Pub. 2005/0165778), Pettersen (U.S. Patent 6,826,594), and Meyerzon et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,638,314), and further in view of Proctor (U.S. Patent 
6,530,024). 

a. Referring to Claims 9 and 25: 

As per Claim 9, Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and 
Meyerzon et al. disclose the method according to claim 8, wherein 
said log file is analysed further [(lines 5-9, Col. 7 and lines 45-52 
and 61-62, Col. 22 from Muret et al.)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., 
Pettersen, and Meyerzon do not expressly disclose if said third 
value is not more than or equal to a first pre-determined 
threshold. However, Proctor discloses less than or equal to a 
threshold value [(lines 7-11, Col. 10 from Proctor)]. Muret et al., 
Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. are analogous art 
because they are from similar technology relating to the web 
information technology and information crawling. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., 
Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. with Proctor since one would have 
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been motivated to adapt security procedures based on computing 
environment activity (lines 8-9, Col. 1 from Proctor). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., 
Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. with Proctor to obtain the invention 
as specified in Claim 9. 

As per Claim^ 25, the rejection of Claim 24 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 25 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 9. Therefore, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against Claim 9 above, 
b. Referring to Claims 10 and 26: 

As per Claim 10, Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen, and 
Meyerzon et al. disclose the method according to claim 8, wherein 
said log file is analysed further [(lines 5-9, Col. 7 and lines 45-52 
and 61-62, Col. 22 from Muret et al.)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., 
Pettersen, and Meyerzon do not expressly disclose if said fourth 
value is not more than or equal to a second pre-determined 
threshold. However, Proctor discloses less than or equal to a 
threshold value [(lines 7-11, Col. 10 from Proctor)]. Muret et al., 
Obata et al., Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. are analogous art 
because they are from similar technology relating to the web 
information technology and information crawling. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
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invention was made to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., 
Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. with Proctor since one would have 
been motivated to adapt security procedures based on computing 
environment activity (lines 8-9, Col. 1 from Proctor). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Muret et al., Obata et al., 
Pettersen, and Meyerzon et al. with Proctor to obtain the invention 
as specified in Claim 10. 

As per Claim 26, the rejection of Claim 24 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 26 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 10. Therefore, it is rejected with the same 
rationale applied against Claim 10 above. 

8. Claims 11-13 and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Muret et al. (U.S. Patent 6,792,458), Obata et al. (U.S. 
Pub. 2005/0165778), and Pettersen (U.S. Patent 6,826,594), and further 
in view of Proctor (U.S. Patent 6,530,024). 
a. Referring to Claims 11 and 27: 

As per Claim 11, Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen disclose 
the method according to claim 7, wherein said identified software 
agent is associated with a profile, said profile comprising any 
number of a plurality of data fields unique to said identified 
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software agent, wherein said invoking step further comprises the 
steps of: 

Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen do not expressly disclose 
the remaining limitations of the claim! However, Proctor discloses 
associating said any number of a plurality of data fields with said 
at least one of a plurality of pre-defined rules [(lines 11-18, Col. 
16 from Proctor)], and determining whether a pre-defined 
response needs to be activated, and in response to a successful 
determining step, activating said pre-defined response [(lines 51- 
60, Col. 2 from Proctor)]. Muret et al., Obata et al., and 
Pettersen are analogous art because they are from similar 
technology relating to the web information technology and 
information crawling. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention was made to 
combine Muret et al., Obata et al., Pettersen with Proctor since 
one would have been motivated to adapt security procedures 
based on computing environment activity (lines 8-9, Col. 1 from 
Proctor). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen with Proctor to obtain the 
invention as specified in Claim 11. 

As per Claim 27, the rejection of Claim 23 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 27 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
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those of Claim 11. Therefore, it is rejected with the same 
rationale applied against Claim 11 above. 

b. Referring to Claims 12 and 28: 

As per Claim 12, Muret et al., Obata et al. f and Pettersen, and 
Proctor disclose the method according to claim 11, wherein said . 
log file further stores an address associated with a software agent 
and a name associated with said software agent [(lines 58-65, 
Col. 6 and lines 61-67, Col. 22 from Muret etal.)]. 

As per Claim 28, the rejection of Claim 27 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 28 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
those of Claim 12. Therefore, it is rejected with the same 
rationale applied against Claim 12 above. 

c. Referring to Claims 13 and 29: 

As per Claim 13, Muret et al., Obata et al., and Pettersen, and 
Proctor disclose the method according to claim 12, wherein at 
least one of said any number of a plurality of data fields is 
extracted from said log file [(lines 20-26, Col. 6 from Muret et 
al.)l 

As per Claim 29, the rejection of Claim 28 is incorporated. In 
addition, Claim 29 encompasses limitations that are similar to 
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those of Claim 13. Therefore, it is rejected with the same 
rationale applied against Claim 13 above. 



Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicants disclosure. 

a. Janosik, Jr. et al. (U.S. Pub. 2002/0156836) disclose an Internet 
gateway server for dynamically loading a database with data 
extracted from selected header fields and the body of inbound and 
outbound HTTP messages exchanged between one or more 
servers and the Web browsers which connect with those servers. 
The gateway server or "WebJacket" is interposed in the 
communications pathway between the server(s) and client(s) 
receiving each of inbound messages from a client and forwarding 
the received inbound messages to the server(s). The WebJacket 
extracts a first selected set of data contained in predetermined 
ones of said inbound messages and storing this incoming message 
data in predetermined locations in a relational database. The 
WebJacket further receives, stores and forwards each outbound 
message from the server(s) and extracts a second selected set of 
data from the outbound messages. To speed performance, the 
WebJacket uses multithreaded processes to forward each 
message to its destination before or while the content of that 
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message is being posted into the database. The specific 
information to be saved from each message, and the database 
location where it is to reside, is specified by configuration data 
accepted from a user in advance of handling the messages. When 
the message content is not sufficient to uniquely each client that 
initiated a given request/response exchange, client identification 
data in inserted into the outbound message in a "set-cookie" 
header instruction so that all messages to or from a given client 
may thereafter be identified. The configuration data identifies 
messages which already include cookie data which is adequate to 
identify the client. 

b. Allen et al. (U.S. Pub. 2004/0260722) disclose herein is described 
an implementation of a Web address converter, which helps 
dynamic Web sites get the attention of spiders of Internet search 
engines. With the Web address converter, requests from Web 
browsers using static addresses access corresponding dynamic 
Web pages and requests from search engines generate an 
instance of a Web page having links with static addresses pointing 
to corresponding dynamic Web pages. The Web address converter 
performs both Dynamic-to-Static (D-to-S) address conversion and 
Static-to-Dynamic (S-to-D) address conversion. D-to-S address 
conversion is done when generating a spider-friendly main page for 
a spider of a search engine to crawl. S-to-D address conversion is 
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used when a browser uses a static address to access a 
corresponding dynamic Web page. The static address that the 
browser uses was originally created when the spider-friendly main 
page was generated. 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Yin-Chen Shaw whose telephone 
number is 571-272-8593. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 
to 4:30 M-F. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Kim Yen Vu can be reached on 
571-272-3859. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. Information 
regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). Ij 
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